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P.O Box 3426
Cincinnati, OH 45201-3426

March 18, 2008

Chairman Kevin J. Martin
Federal Communications Commission
445 lzth Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

RE: The Matter of Broadcast Localism (MB Docket No. 04-233)

Dear Chairman Martin:

Today I am writing to express strong support of Clear Channel Radio in
Cincinnati (WEBN, WOFX, WNNF, WKFS, WLW, WKRC, and WSAI), and all it lends
to our local community.

I want to pay particular attention to the sponsorship Clear Channel has with
Neediest Kids ofAll. NKOA provides funds for area schools and Head Start sites, so
children whose families can not afford basic necessities - hats, coats, gloves, pants,
shoes, and other clothing items - don't go without. This has been a long running
sponsorship and without it, we would not be able to raise annually over half a million
dollars. The PSAs produced and run make a huge difference in our success. Because of
this sponsorship, we are able to use 100% of every dollar raised to help the children.

Clear Channel Cincinnati is continuously growing its community support:. I urge
the FCC not to impose any rules that will hamper its ability to perform this very valuable
service. Our community is better because Clear Channel is a partner here.

Sincerely,

e:~W~
Executive Director
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March,2008

The Honorable Commissionyr.¥iab.ll~I\l~9'~
Federal Communications ebHinllMiflJ .' .
445 12th Street, S. W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Commissioner Copps,

Received &Inspected

MAR 252008

FCC Mail Room

I am compelled to write this letter in response to the recent proposal regarding the Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking that would re-regulate broadcast stations. As a Broadcaster and manager of a small market I
strongly feel that there is absolutely no benefit to any listener in any of the proposals and the only effects
would be increased costs'to the broadcaster.

The reality ofourindustJ;y is that it is pro-choioe, people listen to what they want to and tune out what they
don't want. Listeners drive our industry and those stations that offer what is wanted and needed are
successful and stations that are not tuned into their communities don't last long as a station without
listeners has no revenue. . " . ~. .

At this time it is nearly a fulltime job just to document the community service for the FCC for this cluster.
Adding additional tasks to this list will not only be debilitating to a small broadcaster but will not sate any
ofthese c#iicsiiI'any way.

All of this is based on the mi~leading assumption that broadcasters are not supporting the local community
and that continues to be frusdatipg to"this cluster of,stations, and our employees who ,has been comti:J.itted to
serving the community on the afr, in the commumty'and public service. I am not aware of another industry
so committed to this concept anywhere in the world today.

Comments:R\:lg~d~.g e,~ch Pl,"o,posal

:~~~O~"1n~, "~(;)~~;. :'~i~~~n~~~ :M:~~9ll$i\7e';'!~~tla"f~4 W$.F!!!!!ti~.!:1-l? to 4 times a .year on
.what 9ontent"~ pr<:r~~g tP~ corptn.qI11tY really w.antsT' Any changes m programmmg are
immediately reGb'gniZea- as effective' or not thrOl.{g'hout the year, 'This would be a complete waste of our
time ana energy; ative away ~steners on most fornats and would oost to this cluster approximately $12,000
a year for the sta:fJ:f to. attend to this process.

Community Outrpach Efforts: We hear from listeners on a day to day basis as they call in, write or just
stop listelling.. We par close attention to these contacts and then make the decision that is best for these
stations mid thel.~0niiliUnity; Our 00nipl~te staff is 'm: the community on a day to day basis, they are
involved in looal4)Q~4s and ~Gtiye in 100';s ofp,oJ;l.'profit eYel}.ts elJ.ch year.. We publicize our listener lines,
pub'liG' .o.ffr'c-e num1!l.ersf 0ur e:ffiaHs and: ehc~u,rage oommlinit;r feedhack on a hour to hour basis. The public
i~ 4,e~rd aiia'we~ta~pt, if.isp~ c:i1: what inakes1is 'succtJ·ssiU1. . ,

, .

. :



SRDADCAS,TING
Tri Cities, Washington

Remote Station Operation: Technology is here and the whole idea is to use it, by paying someone to sit in
a studio overnight does not make the station any more local. As operators we know when our stations are
operating and when they are not and we are more than capable of changing content and fixing errors
remotely. Again, if we don't deliver the content people want to hear, we don't have listeners. The cost to
this cluster would be approximately $100,000.00 a year. That's 3 full-time positions at a minimum wage of
$30,000.00 a year plus benefits.

Quantitative Programming Guidelines: Requiring all stations to supply the same amount of news and
information is misguided. Today there are news stations, weather stations, sports stations, music stations
and talk stations for the simple reason, that's what people choose. Regulating formats might be a topic
rather than content if a market does not offer what is needed.

Maintaining Studios: No benefit to any listener, we are not a walk up business. Costs to any size
broadcaster would be the only measurable outcome.

Voice Tracking: The quality ofa local broadcast is not determined by live or recorded, the quality is in the
lack of clutter in relationship to listener needs. Voice tracking is not the issue here and is not relevant to
this discussion.

Local Music: I have not found a single local artist that belonged on the air in my 25 years of broadcasting.
Requiring a local broadcaster to air what the public does not want to hear will not only diminish the quality
of our formats but drive away our listeners.

Overall, It appears to me that a small group of overzealous people are unable to see that the world is
changing around them. Broadcast radio is providing more news, sports, music and information than ever
before, you merely need to seek out the format you wish to enjoy.
Secondly, I am offended that I continue to hear that broadcasters are not involved in the community. I
know of no other industry that is as committed to and involved in community service than these five
stations and our employees.

f3Ya»JJJ~
Eric Van Winkle
General Manager
GAPWEST Broadcasting
Pasco, Washington 99301

-1iA.e~
2621 West A Street. Pasco, WA 99301509-547-9791. fax 509-547-8509
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March 17, 2008

The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St, SW
Washington, DC 20554

RE: MB Docket No. 04-233

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

Rece\\Jed &\nspected

l'\~R 251.006

FCC Ma',\ R00
1
:f'l

h' •
•~, t

I listen to Christian radio broadcasting, and I believe that this
proposal would be in violation of the First Amendment. I do not
want to be forced into listening to secular broadcasting on a
Christian station.

Many Christian and secular radio stations operate on tight
budgets. Yet the Gommissi'on wants rai-se costs in two ways by (a)
requiri,ng steff ,presence whe[never a stall"ion is on air and (b) by
ftJr,1;her restrictini mai.n stUldio location choices. Raising costs
with tA'es~ pr.opoSQil,s· wGl:lld"feroe serv,irGe cutbacks and that is not
in pubHe it:lterest.

. .. £-0/0/
Daniel \4hHnung ,
25.6,8 Cty Rd C
Brussels, WI 5.4'204
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-fJ:J(,OADCAS,TING
Tri Cities, Washington

March, 2008

The Hqq.QJ:~ll=FrPlJllissionerDeborah Taylor Tate
FedeJal ~bmm.W)j~ElliS!loIilmission
445 l~th S:u.:eet,,~.:W'.
Washingtl::>il, '!IDle. 20554

Dear Commissioner Taylor Tate,

Received & In~pected

MAR 252008

FCC f': ....1Room

I am compelled to write this letter in response to the recent proposal regarding the Notice of Proposed
..~ Rulemaking that would xe-.regulate broadcast stations. As a broadcaster and manager of a small market I

,;~l)i:ap.g~~.~~~1;t4{{6.~~t~i~.a'ht01t!t~h~.P,0 ben~fino ~sdiste1,ier in ~y b"ftlie praposals and the oDlY effects
woultlbe i'ihcreasedcosts to the ~Jioa'dcaster.

, 1'he~r.!.llit¥., of ~\ID.~~ is Wat jt is pro-choice, people listen to what they want to and tune out what they
lq~l~tt :~a91; . ,,·,dtiv~~U( in~ustrYand those stations th~t offer what is wanted and needed are
sjIccessful-;and stations that 'are not. tune~ into their communities don't last long as a station without
listeners has no revenue. '

At this time it is nearly a fulltime job just to document the community service for the FCC for this cluster.
Adding additional tasks to this list will not only be debilitating to a small broadcaster but will not sate any
ofthese critics in any way.

All of this is based on the misleading assumption: that broadcasters are not supporting the local community
lind that continues to be 'frustrating to this Cluster of stations and our employees who has been cominitted to
serving the" community on the afr, in the community and public service. I am not aware of another industry
so committed to this concept anywhere in the world today. .

c.oinm~ntsi:R.~gitrdiiJ.g each Pl'oposal
.'. ,",' , '

"

_9-0~j.o/ A~vJ~0Iy:~~!fdsl N,ie!~en,a1}~ Arbitran give uS~:l!P4ated i¢'ormation up.to 4 times a year on
wnlit cb.rif,wnt -and ptegr~g the cotn'in'unity really wants. Any changes in programming are
imm.edia,t~~y recognirzed as effective or not throughout the year. This would be a complete waste of our
itime'l:jn,d ene~gy"Jlri've~awa,y lj:steners on most formats and would cost to this cluster approximately $12,000
;a.year for \he staffto attend t~ this pFocess.

COrpPlu¢"o/ OutJ,i~~.oh ~ffort~; We hear from listeners on a day to day basis as they call in, write or just
sj<:>P' Iiste$g. ~e,:pay clos~att~nti_Qnto these qOlltacUi- and then make the decision that is best for these

,,;siatioA~_·aM the ,iftlinm,tin.ity~ .' 'GUT 'Oll'm:plete staff. is in the. community on a day to day basis, they are
,tnvolved in loea~J)()~dsjand_!\GtiiVein:l00"'8 ofnon profit 'events each year. We publicize 'our listener lines,
~?1?~~~;0fti~~~#~~rs;.9l;U'· e~an~_ ~~ enco~a~e c?Dl1nunity feedback on a hour to hour basis. TIn;'public
1sheari;l ana wead~pt, it IS pli!it ofwhat ttiakes us successful. .

._~
2~21,West A Street. Pasco, WA 99301 509':'547-9791 • fax 509-547-8509
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EJ'lttb#AD C,AS,TI'N ti
Tri Cities, Washington

Remote Station Operation: Technology is here and the whole idea is to use it, by paying someone to sit in '
a studio overnight does not make the station &noy more local. As operators we know when our stations are

operating and when they are not and we are more than' capable of changing content and fixing errors
remot<;:ly. Aga,in~ ifwe don't ,deliver the cQJ;1te~tp.eople wan~le .hear, we don't have listeners. The cost to
this' cluster would be approximately $100,000.0@ it year. That.s'13 full-time positions at a minimum wage of
$30,000.00 a year plus benefits. '

iG2uantitative Pt0gn~g ~l.ii~elin.es: ReqIDEin~ all sta:tlon,s: to 'supply the same amount of news and
infoinJ,ation· is 'nilsgtiiae& Today fueJie are news s1ations, wea,t/le,r stations, sports stations, music stations
and talk stations ror the simple reason, that's what people c1~.O'ose: Regulating fonnats might be a topic
rather than content if a market does not offer what is needed.

_ Maintaining Studios: No....benefit to any listener, we. are.. noL a walle up business. Costs to any size . - ...
bXOlil(~,easterwou1d be the only-ml;lasnpabH, outcome.

\[o~ce Tra~)dng: T~e .quality ofa local broadcast is not detem:nned by live or recorded, the quality is in the
l~ck ~r£ ch(tter ~'1l"~latio:QSbiptto list~ner needs. Voice tracking is not the issuC! here aM is not relevant to

, 'itlUs' di$QusSion.

Local Music: I have not found a single local artist that belonged on the air in my 25 years ofbroadcasting.
Requiring a local broadcaster to air what the public does not want to hear will not only diminish the quality
ofour formats but drive away our listeners.

Overall, It appears to me that a small group of overzealous people are unable to see that the world is
changing around them. Broadcast radio is providing more news, sports, music and infonnation than ever
before, yOl.Lmerely n,eed to seek out the. fonpat you wish to enjoy.
Secondly, I am off~naed that I continue to hear ,that broadcasters are not involved in the community. I
know of no other industry that is as committed to and involved in community service than these five
stations_anq. ,our ~m.ployees.

" , ," _.~.."......." •• • 'IIi 1. ..

- ~ - 1'" ' ,..
....... .,. ..

'. ·Z~1 West·A'Str~t~t. Pasco, WA 99301 509-547~9.791 • fax 509-547-8509
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking r?:J~<tJ.\~ C"(''\

MB Docket No. 04·233 , . ., ~i~ ": ~i.

\ submit the fonowing co~me~ts i~ ;~~~~n~~ r~ t~~;t~~a\ism Notice of ~~pose.lmaki~~~f
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. . C~~ .

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate'First Amendment r1ih~s. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted, wpuld do 50 - and must not be adopted.

o Z008 MAR 25' .... ..
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations,'::;sP~Ci~19 religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's' proposedadv.islllry board prop-osals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and ~ven loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing inm.PCltip!e.'li~~ooints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, irfch§aing th'eJP.0ct: frPm dictatiAg what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must-present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
cqn~cientiouslYQbjflgs to ..the m~ssage. The...Eirst Am.en.9ment forbids imposition of message delivery
rl'iandatt:ls'onany teligiotC-- - . - .. -. -.' . - -- -- .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applican.ts by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those w!;to stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
cor:respond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sql!leezeniche aAd 'smaller mar-ket broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staffpresence -whenever a 'statien is on the air aAd, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

--.-~-- .......~~_ .. ,- .

/(/ &<=:erzzm db "'#S-9
Address ~-'Z/S~/ e.rr-~Ofoo98

'.i!IR6 3> 9 3h9ZJ
Phone

Date

Name

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

c~lA-tJL
- - -- -- _.' :glgnatCIre-'~'-oCO~.--;;- ••~~--:.:: ... --

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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Comments In Response to Localism-Notme;oti P"~A9§Ei.9I"~Wf!lAtkmg cri~0~ " , ",t"~
MBDocket No. 04·233 _ ~~ Q'C') ~,

'. .~~". ~
l submit the following comments in response to the'Localism Notice of propose~'tiulem~~e

UNPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. CO~~
Any new FCC rules, policies or gOO@eM~@s;m;uslrn.Pt -yiol«Jw First Amendment ~9htS. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, ifenacted, woufaCfo Sci-ah~Must not-be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broac;fcas.te~V!(ho resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, cortipfai~ p¥~~Iossof license forchoosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access reqUirements would doso - even if a religious broadcaster
l:OnscieAtiously.objeets_to-:the me$.ssge.T.he F-ir.st.AmendmenlforbidsJrrm..osition of lJlessage delivery
mandates on any religion. . ~- - -- -- -- - -- - - - - ---

(3) The FCC must not force revelation ofspecific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a twO-tiered renewal system in which certain ,licensees would be
,automatically barred,from routine renewal application processhlg. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of cert!'lin cl~~@$ of app'li~ntsby the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters.' Those wfio Stay trUe to-their con'sciences and.present only the messages they
corre$pon~ to ,their /:)eliefs c0'lld face long, e>epensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

, l", ,1 ~ ," :~: ,.- ;: '!~_.~~ ~ ~ .. r.::::: ;.' ,""'rI" _

(5) Many Chrislta~ bfoadca:ste~dperale":6tf'tight 6t1d'"g~ts,-as do,many'smaller market secular
.$J~tions. K~~g th.e elecPiciWf[owing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze.oicne ,and 'S.manerrrilirt<:et broadca$ters, b~'sidistantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff ptesenc'e whehevefastatiori1s ori the'air arid, (6) by further restricting main studio 10Gation choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is Contrary to the
pUblic interest. -

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

--:J)t!7A/rV/J !!b)ff9&/~
.....

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)

Date

/// ~.Jd!J#s---9
Address ~ 6:/- CJ6098

21603'/93h90
Phone

.iiiiiaaaiii&niU&aia'i_='=:=iL:Z•• '."'.E
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Oomm~nts .in R~pon,e to Loealism Nott~~~r~veY~~d'~~~/i\faking· A &\~~~ec\ed
MB Docket No. 04-233 \\P.ce\\leu

..n,IL'i"f\<\ '
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notjce of Proposed RUlemakirttAl\RJet:NPRM"), released
Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.. • 0 am

1008 MAR 25 D ':?t (lIm .r.:r.G \'J\~\\ nO
Many of the proposals in NPRM, contrary to the FCC's stafea objelClKie!;',"Would harm bam h:fC§lism and diversity of
viewpoints.

The true wellsprings of localism and diversity are smaller market radio stations and stations offering specialized
programming (including religion, foreign languag~t1'lnj~alJd f1V~~ive programming). These types of stations also
serve as important gateways for new entrants seeRirfg buJiMss @~rtunities in broadcasting - increasing ownership
among those traditionally underrepresented.

But just as major operating costs are quickly rising, and more Americans are turning to new media, the NPRM proposes
measures that would substantially raise costs - something that will be keenly felt among small market and specialized
programming broadcasters. The rational economic response will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Neither
outcome is in the public interest.

One of these ill-advised proposals woiifd'wrc:6 radio stations to curtail reliance o'nlaDor:saving tecnnolOgy. An end"to"
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contrary, it Will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down altogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations
provide more service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
stations to stay on during the late evening 01' early morning hours, hours during which very little revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs will lead new entrepreneurs, including women-and minorities, to look elsewhere to
invest their 'savings and sweat equity..

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further limit Where broadcasters can locate their main studios.
The Cpmmission acted in the public' interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater flexibility in
selecting the location-of their main studios, particulady in situations 'in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
several nearby communities. If the Commission were to force each'station to establish its main studio only in tHat .
station's community of license, the result would be that broadcasters - particularly small market and speciality
proQrar:nming broadcasters i- would have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and enhanCing
quality programming tet covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

Phone

?!:Iou/v ¢,oj &<?8
Oat

~(0. 57?~
Address

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One proposal would
even,enforce public access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of ­
channels from Which it can profit, but smaller.'market.radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.,
Free is not really free to those who struggle ·every day just to keep the electricity flowing, the programming going, and
the local news covered.

Smaller .stations are keenJy attuned to the communities they serve - it is how they remain in business. 8ut the balance .
is delicate, and the Commission must not take action,that will tip the balance so stations cut back on service or drop out,
There is no 'pUblic interest' in s-ervice that,ls both diminished and less diverse. .~ -~.,,~ ,- ~ -".----: :.' ~--~-

Respectfully submitted,

~-k:'W4t
Signature _ ""7
~~L. t{;;~-r6

.ame, ",'

~p,eil"~~vkt-#.'Q; e;;'l.e:iA-z/
Title ,~¥~rlY), ,_ _'

Or:g~nizatJon (if any)
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Reoelved & Inspected

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking HAR 25200B
MB Docket No. 04-233 "n f=,CC

td(]O NAB Mall Roo
I submit the following comments in response to the l:.~isrpJotice of Proposed Rulemaking (the m

UNPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. .:1: 00

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, wou~.~ - and must not be adopted. .

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especl;;'!rM6i broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even Jpss of license for choosing to follow their own
conseiences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, incfuding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religiOUS broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial Qecision-maklng information. The choice
of programming, espe.cially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reportin@ on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. .

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain class,es of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. 'rhose WAO stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correslilond to their beliefs 'could face long, expensiv.e and potentIally ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs With these proposals would force service cut~acks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

Name

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.

Title (If any)

~---------------------------~
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f submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of ProP~I~Kirm((J0rn
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. '

Any new FCC rules, polic~§aOtdi?FP~,dures must'not'vii:llate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM',"'lfUeffltBte€lj:)wcftiPd gO i:f- and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters. to take advice from
peGple who do not share theirvalJJes. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional ,mantiJatEfS. Reli~i9Mw~adoasterslwho resist adv.ice from those who don't share their
value$ co~ld face inCl~eased har~fi~U[~I~nd even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
cOIi1~i~nces, ratliler th~n.aIlQWing! incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Arri~ml1li,rlen:tpr(\),hibits,g~veJlJmen:t, inclUding the PCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
parfitllliarly a religio(:Js broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
-conscier:ltiousIY-Obje9ts..tO-t/:le.rnessage.--:r:I:le.-F-irst-Amer:ldmeJlt~forbids-iml'lositicm-of-message-deliver:y -- - --- .
mandates.on any religion.

(3) The FCC ml:lst not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of'prQgrj;imming~ especi~lIy religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and

. PFerp«~ls,.te,fofi~e rej'!)l!iRingIQn SUCh things as who produced what Illrograms would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from rol:ltine renewal ,application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially- ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force selVice cutbacks - and curtailed selVice is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FC~ not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

)JA~
Signature

L<:J \ \ t \~ ~. A.ve-H 'e-tfJ
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Rp~e'ved & Inspected

MAR 25?"nq
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed R~kin.9 (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB DOCkeZNO. 04-233. r-vv Mall Room

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedur~!~d~ 601 vi6latEBfi,@t Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discllssed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and musFWot be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPFt¥!§:RFQ!?.Qsed.al!lvisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcastets Ml~~\ ice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and eve of license for choosing to follow their own
conscjemces, ratner than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Ame~clment prolilibits government, inclUding-the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must-present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously-objectstoille message. The-FirsrAmem:lmeAtiarblCls impositioJrOfmessage delive-ry' ­
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
ofprog.~~ml1;ling,.~speci~IIyreligious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
.p~~wa~~,s·*crforce repomngon suth things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force seNice cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Any new FCC rules, p-oli@ie~'c§i) procedu~es must not violate First Amendment rights.MA~'~~e~"~f
proposals dil%~~~~&~ t~e NPRM, if enacted; would do so - and must not be ad'*'M~iI Room

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not sh.ar~ t"(j~~lues. The N.P~M's proposed advisory b?ard p~~posals would
Impose such uncQ.(l§Jltgtfp\121I'fflandates. Religious broadcasters who resist adVice from those who'
don't share their ~fEres could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consoienc~s, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programmimg. The First Ame'lOl1i\sDtpr.ehibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
V:iewpqnht'$t~"'ij.la).Ji0~G1:~aS~$~:~a'nti¢ulp~~IYa re/.i!!Jiou$~broaqcast~r, 'must present. ,

',' ,

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

'(~;).Tlire FQ;~ must no~ force revelation of specifi'o/\editoriC!1 d~Qision-making information. The choice
ofprdgramm.ing, espeoial/¥ r~li~i~~us pr0.gramrniir:l@', is not properly dictated by any government

;i age'rl.~y - a'ljl:eJ '1I!>;r!Jpo'sa,ls::to fo'~~'~ reportifig on such things as who produced what' programs would
..:~" ': Rl\im.~'lGl~rrGOnsti'tlllti~nally-profected editorial choices.

":{' ," i. ... . J~~'::''' .', . r' '.

t(~li4'4a'f]Y.~hpi~:tian broadcasters operate on tight ~~dgets, ,as do many smal,ler market secular
,sidr,ii~~,.~eeprkg: ttW'ele11tfi:dity., flQWing, is ~ften ~ eh~all~nge. ;e!. th~ C?OAlrnis,si?n ,eroposes to further
sqL.lee,ze niche and ,smaller market broadcasters, b~rsUbstantr:ally' raising costs In two ways: (a) by
~hequirjng staff pr::ese:nce whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main stl,ldio
"lbcatioh chGites. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to aGiopt rul~$, procedures or policies discussed above.
'J.~', ,-," ;.: -"'It ,"'. i., .'_ .. .,~.
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:~aihe~:~f,lH ~ddlress : '
~/~- J .,. •

.' ,
,"' ...~'

.I • • ..

~ ':\'~~;~ .. ~,,~ ,~~. ....LJ:·



-- -- ---------- ------------------ -----~------------,

, *n~.=?'- .,fitI ,~C?tlce of. Proposed Rulemaking
. f", ,Ir,il~~~d~. 'lD'ocket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendm~etf~8rAM\lMte~rof
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not lm aaoptedil!. tll'Il'I~

" ",~trZ ;1 I

(1) The FCC must not force radio statimo~,~~~i~ ~1i~;i6us broadcasters, to takEl£i\v~crmn
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board~~I would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciencesm:ri1t'GeT~et1)wing incompatible viewpoints to shape their

,programming. The First Amendment protfib'rs government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadqaster, particularly a religious'broac;lcaster, must pr~sent.

(2) The FCC must not turn every; r:adio'statiOf1 intG"a puolidfbrum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements wOblld do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion. '

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what program$ would

-intrude on C?onstit~tionally-protected editorial choices.

\~4).·Many,O~Jis;tian broadcasters operate on tight bUd,9.ets, .q.S do many smaller market secular
...1s~~i9:~~~;_~¢'~j:>,iM:@. tl1[(~.,ele~t'r~~ity fl9,Wing iis ofitenadIWaf~.flW'f~-'~et, the Commission proposes to further

squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substaRtially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge tbeFCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies di~cussed above.

, ignatuf' and Date

lMaii. By April 14. 200.8 to:
,a'he.S~creimY . "". ..
,F~det~l'Comml:l~ica:t1onsCommission -

! ~61'5 \i12.ftl<l@-ht.!- '" S'~'L '
:":f.~ ::<.lV ~ltH'rQLl.Lt.~eC, ••• <vv! Co

. mashItifgtbnf:E>'C..20554
:~tttn: Chief, 'Media.BUl'.eau.

~; ........
.-"j



lq; t ~Hj ··'Sf f( 1"",,, S I'!IIV
. Yl .... ~ l,1 ISmt-i

-, '~, ReceNed &\nspacted
.Comments;in"Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 MAR '2 51'M~

I submit the following commen~aQBr~Wh~ tCi:tb1ei.o~sm Notice of Proposed-cc Man Room
Rulemaking (the "NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, In MB oOcftlEW No. 04-233. F

Any new FCC; rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The ,FCC must not force radio sfatiO.f1. ~re£fl~Ji9faus broadcasters, to take advice from
people w~o do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose sl1leh Uf;lG0n~titupoiilal mandafes. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who aen't shl:Jre"lheir valu,es coul(:t face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
Iice~~e f0fiC ':. ; . li?JoUaw·,theiJr.own"conscienees, ratliler tlilan all0wing incompatible viewpoints
to $liIapettli1eir? .mirfrt Th~firsh"mendment prohibitsJgove~ment, including the FCC,
from dic~~ihg' '.V!{i!wp6I,Ats a 'braatf'easter,' particUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a publio forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious
broadcaster COIiiScie!1tiously objects fa the message. The FirstAmendment forbids imposition of
mess;agefcleljvery,;mandates en any religion.

~@) lihce ~€GI'~~\iIl1);lt fome revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
clildiQetof(~.r.eg,rrif~mililg, es'pecially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
gov:eiiim[tinrg~ffl:W ':';and:propos,als to force reporting on such things as who produced what
:programs~wouJ(Pintrnde on,oonstitutionally-protected editorial'choices.

(4"i,!fihe:·€J3i..mu$t.Il1'Ot es~blish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
.au . Ily;6irreji:f'ft9"m-:~tiJilei'ene~1 applicatio[1 pro~s~!Qg. The proposed mandatory
;sJ;>' w~!~~~)tie~'ipf ~rtain\~las!!e~lof .appli~nts bytf,i'ei60mmissioners themselves would
'arne, t1t0H~ostcian'0f;relioibus brbatfca~ter:S·. Those who stay true to their consciences and
,;present O~'ly the.li11essa!1Je$. they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
,pefen'tially'ruinoi:Js:renewal"proceedings. .

(6) Many Christian broadoasters 'operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular '
statibAs. Keepjtlg the electricity flowing, is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
furt~er sq!!Jee~e ..Ii1!,c;pe..and'sm€lller market brea<;1caste~i:'QY substantially raising costs in two ways:
(a) 'l:jy·.reql?Jifing staff wreselilce Whenever a.station is·(jm~th.e,air and, ,(b) by further resbicting main
studio loc€ltion·choices. Raising costs with these prop0$al~ would force service cutbacks - and
ci;lrtaile,d.~$$;rvise;,i~~j)fr:i~~tCi>:the~publi~~nt~~t.

: " \" " '. " " ',- .. .
- ~~e':I:I~g~~~'¢,,~~~~p~tQ~S1i;f)J~lJiil.~S; ,,~t;to~~~r~$~(1jr~~&U~itkC$~;fu~~~d~aboYe.
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I submit the following comments In response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. .

Any new FCC rules, policies or prOCfjf}br~JWlst not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed In the NPRM, if enacted, woalt:.llij~ -fa1J,Q~~QJpot be adopted. ,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religieus broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's prop(i)sed advls<;>ry board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broad rs who resist advibe, from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, co re I!f.l'd~ lo.ss ,of Iic::ense for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible vleWp"oilitSJi1 ,their progra'1lming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, frorn di ating What Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must 09t tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access reqUirements would do so - even If a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First AmendmenUorblds.iJi\1po,sition,of, message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force r~velation ,of s.P,ecinc,~itqriaJ,qI:l9isiQr:t~mqking.information. The choice
of programming, eSJ!),ecI~IIY rellgjeus J!)r:egranimiIil9, is not properly diclated by any government agency - and
proposals to force r~perting en~$llch things as· who prOduced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protested editortal choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the meS$Bges they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) . Many,Chroi$tian broadcasters op~rate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
~$tati,?ns.~'~eepinp 'tlae)ele'~eity, f1oWing'is often a Challenge.. Yet, t~7 Commh)~ion proposes to further..
squ~emche and smaller marketbroadcasters, by substantially raising costs In two ways: (a) by requmng
staff presence whenever a statiOI1 is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public .iliterest..

"

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response' t~' ;~~ tg~(i~Mo)I-JMice of Proposed R~king~$A i9Cleq

UNPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ~ """'1
.Clq~.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number<OO
proposals discussed in the NPRM, ,if enacte<{OItd0M~dO so - and must not be adopted. '!'I}

25 P ":?: IilJ'
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially reT19i6 s broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, corg,~laints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatib'~ r~rJti.t<;hStt~pe their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC":"'fh:rmrai~tatingwhat viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) -,-. The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. Thel First-Amendment. forbids impo.sition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what IDrograms would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4). The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
al:Jtomptlcally barred from routine renewal application proce.ssing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
.review of certain classes of applisants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
r,ell§10!>J5"br-aadcast~'fS. Those who stay true to their oonstiences and present only the messages they
~rrespel1d .to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broa9casters operate on tight budgets. as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge.' Yet. the ConimissiOn proposes to further
~:ueeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and. (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with the~ proposals would force service cUtbacl<s - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

we yrge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Bill Anderson Received'
753 Enterprise & Inspec
Cape Girardeau, Mo 63703 HAN P5 . ted

F:C '/!nll
C ""'ail

ItOO/'J1

The Secretary
Federal Communicati9Q.~,~~i~~iQ.n
445 12th Street, SW . , '.. ; r: ~ V 1:!1 .
Washington, DC, 20554

RE: MB docket number 04..233
Comments in- Response to Report on Broadcast Localism and
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

Dear Secretary:

lam writing in response to the NPRM and the negative effects it will have on
bFOadcasters like myself. I am a one owner, independent station owner trying to :survive
in a corporate b~sed industry. The.passage of the NPRM would be devastating to my
station operation in several ways. the requirement of locating the main studio in'the
community of license would be economically and professionally detrimental. Not only
would the expense ofrelocation; purchasing suitable facilities, moving studio and
broadcast equipment, and all that moving a station involves, the cost ofprofessional time
involved in a move ofthat nature and the cost of downtime that would be involved could
be financially devastating. Ifwe were forced to relocate our studio we would also lose at
least 95% ofour empfoyees. We have tried to locate our studio in a location that would
provide the easiest access to the largest percentage of listeners. We continue to be very
locally involved in our entire coverage area and are located in the area that allows us to
stay involved. If forced to relocate, we would lose that access and in the end lose a great
portion ofthe local information that we are able to pass on. . . -

The request to eliminate unattended operations of broadcast stations would also
be detrimental. We have gone to great lengths to make sure that our remote station
control is fully operational. We have, at all times, at least three station personnel that
have access to the remote codes to attend to the needs of the public. The local and state
police, local government associations, and emergency management authorities mow how
to contact station personnel in the event ofan emergency at all hours. Information can be
then broadcast within minutes.

The NPRM also raises the specter ofrequiring radio stations to complete the FCC
Form 355. Due to the difficult nature and the time c~n~Uming tasks this form would
require we would be forced to hire more staff, which again, is not cost effective.
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Page 2

The proposal to require that stations convene "permanent" community advisory
boards comprised of local officials and other community leaders is not a feasible task.
Today's leaders are already spread too thin and to have the station "require" them to
attend another meeting is not practical. We meet with our local and state leaders
frequently to be sure we are addressing the needs ofour listeners, to mandate such a
meeting would not be beneficial. i

There are broadcasters, like myself, that still believe that our first and foremost
obligation to our listeners is to inform them of information, events, etc. that may be of
interest to them, the entertainment is secondary. To have more restrictions and more
requirements such as the NPRM will require will prohibit local stations from having the
freedoms-to tmlyaddress. their communities as they as people living in these same
communities S,ee fit. The NPRM requirements would also make if financially impossible
for independent stations to operate in small markets. I ask that you please reconsider the
NPRM and all of its requirements.

Respectfully,

Bill Anderson
Owner
Anderson Broadcasting Co., Inc.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ~v eo ?f'\C\~

MB Docket No. 04-233 _ " "'~\\: 'l.'" .

I submit the following comments 'I~ }~~p~h~~ t~: the Locali~m Notice of Proposed".. \'J\a\\ ~OO((\
Rulemaking (the qNPRM·)~ released Jan. 24, 2~~~. 'R-A~B2~c~t~~. O~-233. fGv

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate F~Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, ifenacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do no~ share tbeir values. The NPRMSi proa~\§=("J.Y board proposals would
impose such UAC0.I:JStitutioAal mar)dates. Religiotl~ 'DroadeclsfeWlio resist,advice from those
who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choesi~g to follqW their.own coAsciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints .
to shape their .prqgramming. The.'First A,nel'ildment prohibits gavemment",iflclul:fing the FCC,
from dictating wlilat vi(:lWpO'fnts a broadcaster, partiCUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed pubDc access requirements would do so - even if a religious
broadcaster coAscientiousJ,y objects fa the message. The FirstAmendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The. FCC rt:Just Aot,fame rev.el,ation .of specific editorial decision-making information. The
cliloice ofl·,@.r.og~rtJming, es.jjreeiallY religious programming, is not properly dictated by any.. ' -' ""'... ., . .~

gevemmellt-agency-=and-proposals to 'force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs 'Would intrude on constitutionally-protected editoJiaI choices.

(4).~c:T~~ ~p must not~es~bJish ~ two-ti~red renewal system in which certain licensees would be
..a'Ut9l;nali~llY-Garred·frOm~f.9i:1ti~el.renewal,~ppJication p~sing. Tbe proposed mandatory
sp~ial reJlewaJ:r~vie)Y·of ee~in .Qlasses(~f applicants by-tiff(C'omrhlssloAers ffiemselves would
;amQl!lnt te>:Goer.eierraf religious 'btoadcasters.. Those who stay true to their Consc~ences and
,pre$ent only the messi;1ges'they C?9rrespond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and

.....1. -..' •
pete!'ltially;·rulnous·renewal'iPmceedings. .;";: 2: -~ .. _. ---_. . . -~_...

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
s~tions. Keeping th~ elecbicity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
fUrtt:ler squeeze- niche and smaller. market broadcasters, ~ysubstantially raising costs .in two ways:
(a)-ay-requifing-staff'presence-whemever a station is on ttn:n:iif'ana;~{brbVfirrffiefresmcting main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would farce service cutbacks - and
curtailed serviGe is cor:ltralY.'toJhE1p~Jic interest.

.We.1l(Jr.ge.JJ1,-e..~~:e1JiitQia~iu~~t;~I~~,~pr,!!i~~_l:Ites ;or..,poli~ies:discusset:f above.•
• "». ,J:t'~ 'I. ".' '.v. ,"" . . ,
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comments'in-'R@p~i1Seto l::o-ci.lism:!Ndlic~ ()f.~roPoSed.RUle~aking ISIOPt ~~\~~ ttt't)..
MB Docket No. 04-233 . , ,.~~t'(). n~' A\.

~~IJ.9.., ~'V'O '.", .. 0''"

Isubmit thei'following ~mrtlents 1if.J\f'efPCitt~rmflllJ~li$iit ~otice df pro'%sed '+.~ ....~~~O
Rulemaking (the "NPRMD

), 'released Jam. 24, 2008, in MB Docket NO. !J.4-at~· GU~.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment ri9h~. A
number of proposals discussed in ~eNPRM, ifejf1~~~OUld do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, el;ipeciaIlYJE!I'iJs'~dcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adv~!y board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. R~ligious orcjadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share tbeir valu~s. could.JaGe.~I!iI .--eas~~melilt, complaints and even lass of
license for c~eC\sJ.~"glito, !~II~W' t);iei]i " ',. .~nces,~ ~ .e.~rthan alloyJing ,i~comP.Btible viewpoints
to shape their 'pllegliamliAlliIg, l1q~~1 J~~IiIi;lr;r:II~liIt p~hl.~its·goveml'lilent, Including the FCC,
from dictating!wtiat:~iewpdiiiltS!l:d)rOad~ster, pamculamy ai:religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must Aot tum every 'radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The FirstAmendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of progr:amming, especialj'y~religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
govemmElI':,t agency - and pr0I*>Sals to force reporting on such things as who produced What
programs WOLlI.'4i inb;ude on tconstitutionally-pretected editorial choices.- .---- ..- -~_.--

.
~ "

.<

, .

(4) The FCC must not ~sta,b'ish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barredfrorri .routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
:~~iaJ!c~(~waH'e.:-view of·eertain class~s of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would

. 1alfi:l~liIri,t' :·er,§ielj.,,~o,f"relig'il;).us·br:c;ladcast~rs. Those whCMlfay·'true to their consciences and
fpiresen'f'Q "{ffi~~m:essageMft1E!y oorresponale their beJiefScoTIlCffaeelong: expensive arid­
potentially'.ruinous renewal proceedings.

H 1

(5): Many Christi,an broadcasters operate on tight budgetl?,a,s;do. many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping.the eleetmcity flawing is often a challenga:-Yet, the Commisiion pfoposes to
:further sqijeeze,l'i1jG~~e"and smaller market br<>adcasters, by substar:ltis:illy r:aising posts in two ways:
(a~iby;r~:i!Jir:in!fstaff;preser;'''ce whenever a s~tion is on the air and, .(If) by fUrther restr:ictirng main
studio leeation'eli'laices. R~jsing costs with these proposals ·would foree service cutbacks,- and
curtailed. service' is-contralyttcrttre public interest. -_._. ',. - ~ - -"---

'~¥,t,:~~!:~,~~:~~~~~pi~~)P.Ji)tit~:.a~!ttttl1':"Rr~~~~~~~erpoliCi~S\diSCUSS~$"abciv.~::
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Comments in ,Response 'to Localism Noti~,f Proposed Rulemaking Recew.e~ &\nSpected
MB Docket No. 04-233 . HAl? 2S {::> "'z. 5?""q

I submit the .following comments in response t6 the LoJli~NOtiCe of propos~R
Rulemaking (the ~NPRMD), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC Man Room

Any new FCC rules, policies or p~4re§.ti1ustnot violate FirstAmendment rights..A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, If~11'a'Qt~~~ld do so - and must not be adoeted.

(1) The .FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adVisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from ,those
who dl'lln't-i§hare1t1iJeir values could face increased harassment, complaints and even less of
,license for: choosjng to follOW their own oonscienees,' rather than allewing incompatible viewpaints
to shapetheir,p'ro·gr~mming. The 'First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,
fromdictafing ~f:11"vie'WpQihts}al:lteadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum e.very radio station into:a public forum where anyone and.everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would dQ so - even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The FirstAmendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(.~} The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
cnoice of progrpmining, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
govemmeiilt a~nmcy - and :proposals to force reporting on such things' as who produced what
pi~g~~~ 'y?oul~J.r:lif1J.9~ ·qrk~Q!!.sti,!Utionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) "Fhe F~C must.not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
. !a ',' .. ~ba!le:(;f!:Q;Qm fli)l:.Itine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
.. ·:f '"'Vi of c.!$J!lglasse$ of~pplicants by the Commissioners themselves would

liIiili1'lUJil.: to '~.er~iO~/0f religi~l:Is 'brQadcasters. Those who;$tay-true to their consciences and
.presenf'otliy 'tfie messag~s they correspond to their beliefS"Coufd face Tong,'exPensive and'
poten~.ally ruinous renewal proceedings.

, "

(6) ManyChiis~an broadcasters-operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
statian;:;. Ke.epi,ng. the.elecb.iieity flqWing is often a challef;lge. Ye('the,Co~mis,siori 'proposes to

.';~~~e~~~~ ., ~. e~~~~d .~aller!i~ariket brQa.dca.sters,'by s~bstantiallY ral~>1'!.9: costs:;}n !-w..0 w~ys:
fC'!1 by.,1r~p.[eselJ~ whenever ~ station IS on the air and, .(b) by fUftlijer resmGting main
stj:lQiole~ijQ.~~chJ!&es..:..:R.~.!~iIJ9:costs With these proposals would force service cutbacks - aAd
curtailed service is contrary to the public interest. - -- •. -_._- ----

. :"~:~~~l~e,iuJ!:'F~~_~~4d.~tl"!!l~.;:p~e§e.d~~~.s or pqlioj~~~j!el:l~sgd~aooy~.
--- .-."Q...... - .. -~,-""--I""""""'-""" ---...,..,.- - -_.... -..- -.~---- ~-.-
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Comments in'R~nselto Localism Notice ofPrQ~RUle~aking MAR '2 I:
MB Docket No. 04-233 " ' 11 a '!"Ilq

I submit the fo"oWj~g commen~tM"~'R6~~MlJ1l-ocalism Notice of proposed
CC Mail ROom

Rulemaking (the "NPRMb
), released J~n. 24, ~doaMn.- gpci'ffjt No. 04-233. .

Any new FCC rules, policies orprocedures must not violate FirstAmendment rights. A .
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and' must not be adopted.

(1) The .FCC must not force radio statl~~ ~ricla~YlLe!i~,iouS broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not shpre theirvalues. The NPRNrs prePtlSed ,advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share,their values could face. increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for cheosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The :First Amendment prohibits govemr.nen~ inclUding the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. PropOsed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programmiAg, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special~ren!w~! r~l.e~. of certain c~sses of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religjous broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consGiences and
present only the messages·they correspond to their beliefs could face long; expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

, •• ~ " r~"" I l

(5), Many Cli'ristian broadcasters-operate on tight budgetS/a'S' do many smallermarket secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze nich!;! and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways:
(a)'-by reqL!iring staff'P!~sence whenever a station is on ttJe a.ir and, .(b) by further restricting main
studioloeation cheices. Rciising casts with these proposals'would force service cutbaGks·- and
curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to a~opt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments i'9~fil~p.onse to.,the Localism Notice of Proposed ~~cl'tdQilt~m
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB lj8l!l(eMMf>.2t2~

3: nA, '
Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not viola't'e-f;irst Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radicrotfUf9Fl~_especiaIlY religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The M:llRM'S.:p.h~Jf~es:l\~dvisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional man~ates. Religious broadcasters wfidSre~ist advice from those who don't share their
values could face inoreased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather t an allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibit government, including the FCC. from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religlou broadcaster, must present.

(2) The Fe must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Pr posed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously obje ts to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any reli ion.

(3) The FC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, esp cially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force re orting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-prote ted editorial choices.

(4) The FC must not establish a two-ti'ered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred rom routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain cia es of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcaste . Those Who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their b Iiefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many C ristian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping th electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche andsaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence when ver a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with th se proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

Signature

JJ/SS Gtee/llwl(/i /lot. ~/16/tt"JI(('/kl ey
Address

Name c3 7cfJ -;16 9- ;:1.5() tj.
Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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.;',,1 ~~Ubl(lJitJh~~~'f(!iIJ,~,~i,j~-!M~'le,nJ~ :j'n r;~S,p~lJse to tl1ej~t49ii'Jj,~m~o.tice ~f~M§~Rulemaking
, , ": . . .. ·"{~tt:re'~NP.F,fM':'lrr~l~ase'd Jan. 24, 2008, in1ifEj(1D'"O~.IS",tl~~'04-233. nspected

.' . '. dlJ~ HAR'2 '
Any new FCC r~les, policies or procedures rylust not violate First Amendment rights. Rl(u1Wber of
proposals discussed in the NP~M, if enacted, would 'do so - 'and must not qg~4bMi!ivJ.l'I

, , .' lOOD N. "oom
.(1) The FCC must n9t force radio stations, especially relig~g~r&~~lers, to take advice from
.people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory~ard proposals would

, impose such iJnconstitutional marldates. Religious broadca~ters whooresist advice from those who
~'~~on't ~hare~ih~ir valu~s co~ld face increased'haras~nJ.~~ complaints and even loss of license for
: :,' :ohoosfm~~t0-foll@wtheir,oWfl GonsCiences, rather than aIl9Vlr!lQ1JT}.!l9f1patihle viewpoints to shape their
, :·~rogr;ammjflg. The' 'f.,irst Amendment prohibits government, inclLkffflg the FCC, from dictating what

.. . 'vle~p'Oints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. '., - ..

, (2) The FCC must npt turn every radio station into a public forum w~ere anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access re(;luirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendmemt forbids imposition of message

. "':"--:d~!ivery-mandates on-an\r-nsligton. :-~.' -'--. ,,..,.-- ~- . ---------;-:):'j.... "$;i_~--- ..,- ~--
~ • ....., , • _'I.. ' .. ~~~~"' ......~~'" ., ....,_., •.~ ...

. ·'\(3fThe F~C'iTlqm"iff~if&fqerevel~ti~n ~f specific' editorial decision-mF:lkif1laTilfl:~~rm9tion. The choice .
.,';, .:: ,~~~~p" <.:,~~ 'I, ,.~.' 'r:eJ.,gio.~;s;Pfpg',ramming, is IlPt- preperly di9t~t~51&¥~~Q~#9mil1rrw~r. '1~
, ~;'~+.~. e'llcV....::~~~P: s .ror'c~ rep0,fl:~g~~n~su~h thing~ as who P~Q..ducee1EVM~~b~~~~r~m~~~9~~~~

In~rude on constitutionally-protected edlt~r1al cholce~.), : /-) I' :' 18r: .,'·'Ji!:ic., ' .:;.' 1"1 ~ :
• .' ••• I

,i":'Il}(1jf.~~~.;y:¢~),i~t~~, ~!~'~ca~l~rs op~rat~ on.tight budgets, as do maAy ~r:!1~~~I~.m:~r.~~~ ~eq-\l!ar :'
\~i~lo~·. ~~'li?~:W'Q'fry~'~~~~r1?ltyfl~~lng ,IS.often a challenge: ~et, ·the: ~~rn~I~~i~,n..,~~gg?se:s, tOi f~~her
SgL!~~z:ef,j~f-1'~':~ij\jC'smallerlmarke~~broadcasterso by substant1~lIy ral~1n9'j~w?~stJnJw9 .w~ys.:.f~:) by

, (~9tiiiJng··i~~!ftry'f~·M~~ke\A/lien~ve.r·a s~~tion is:on the. air and, (b) by f~r-t~!e~'~s~~fi¥.1tin,~~h1~fl:~ht~~ .
..::d~ca~1dn~~b'~e§~1~1slng~cbst~'':''lth th~se pr~posals would force s§:rvJCecl;lt.~~~~To~9'8~~~_~.rt<t?

. ", ~ ~~rvlce -IS co~trary to the public Intsrest. - ,"'j) ..... :i \[IG~7:','" ~ ,,',r"

'We urge the FCC'ng! tc{adopt rules,:- pnbcedures Q~.polioies 'discussed above.,. ,(.
... ,'......

".

llliail By April 14. 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications CommiSSIon
4,45 12th Street, SW '
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief; Media Bureau
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking • .C:.: s l~AR 252nno
MB Docket No. 04-233 ~ I,S/t"" UUO
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism N~jMe of Proposed RulemaKutgl(theG0rn
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04~233. tlU NAil

2S
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmen~h.3,l. ';'.pumtiler of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. ' Uf!)
",

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religiol1:fblAadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisorY-b6a~~rY'Bosals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from1hose<iwliJ9\don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for efi6eSing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time, Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision~making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from .routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of'c~ktain classes.of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(p).. ,- ~'.~' Many. ChrMian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways:.(a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the 13ir and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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ed

I submit the following comments In response to thJtt.ocalism Notice oj,f'l!'PO:Jed Ru'emaking
. (the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket MA'a&4i2'33.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedur"es must not violate First Ame~Ah¥~~~~~~umberof
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if e~QietJl~I'1:9a..~o- and must not be adopted.

j·OO
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates:"Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased'haras;ment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity f1owil1g is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554 ;
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